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FEDERAL 

F.1 U.S. Department of Commerce - National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Services 

F.1.1 CPIP EA Chapter 5.0 Potential Impacts of CPIP Alternatives, Sections 5.B.1.b.vii, 
5.B.2.b.vii, 5.B.3.b.vii, 5.B.4.b.vii, 5.B.5.b.vii, 5.B.6.b.vi, and 5.B.7.b.vii have been 
revised to reference the 2005 Biological Opinion issued to the Army Corps of 
Engineers for the Harbor Deepening Project.  This information is also included in 
Chapter 3.0 Existing Conditions, which also references letters provided by the 
resource agencies after file searches for records of protected species. 

F.1.2 CPIP EA Chapter 5.0 Potential Impacts of CPIP Alternatives, Sections 5.B.1.b.vii, 
5.B.2.b.vii, 5.B.3.b.vii, 5.B.4.b.vii, 5.B.5.b.vii, 5.B.6.b.vi, and 5.B.7.b.vii note that the 
status of protected species may change as new information becomes available and 
that additional species may be added, as warranted. 

F.1.3 The following are included in CPIP EA Chapter 3.0 Existing Conditions, Table 3-5: 

• Dusky shark (Carcharhinus obscurus) – neonates/ early juveniles 
• Sandbar shark (Carcharhinus plumbeus) – all life stages 
• Sand tiger shark (Carcharias taurus) – neonates/early juveniles 

Information on obtaining the most current lists of state and federally managed species 
and their essential fish habitat is available in the Environmental Screening 
Methodology Report and the Natural Resources Method Report, both of which are 
provided in CPIP EA Appendix C Environmental Analysis Methodologies.  In 
addition, text has been added to CPIP EA Chapter 3.0 Existing Conditions. 

F.1.4 Typographical error has been corrected. 
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FEDERAL 

F.2 Federal Aviation Administration 
F.2.1 CPIP EA Chapter 6.0 Process for Future Environmental Reviews, Table 6-1 indicates 

that permits/concurrence for Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace could be required 
from the FAA as part of future environmental reviews of port projects.  The citation 
in Table 6-1 has been modified to correctly reflect Part 77 of Title 14 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations.   

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-6 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-7 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-8 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-9 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-10 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-11 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-12 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-13 

 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EA 

CPIP EA 7-14 

FEDERAL 

F.3 United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
F.3.1 Information about potential aquatic resource impacts has been corrected.  

F.3.2 The noted correction has been made in the CPIP EA.  The CPIP’s four scenarios for 
future Port-wide development would involve between 23 and 153 acres of impacts to 
aquatic habitat, rather than the more than 500 acres of waterfront fill originally 
estimated (Feasibility Report for the New York and New Jersey Harbor Navigation 
Study FEIS, December 1999). 

F.3.3 Changes have been made to the CPIP EA text.  The CPIP alternatives are summarized 
on page ES-8, including note of the estimated acreage of waterfront fills associated 
with each.  The impacts described in Chapter 5.0 Potential Impacts of CPIP 
Alternatives, including in Table 5-9, reflect impacts to aquatic habitats including 
wetlands and dredging. 

F.3.4 Changes have been made to the CPIP EA text.  Chapter 1.0 Introduction, Table 1-5 
has been corrected to include impacts to aquatic habits. 

F.3.5 The CPIP EA presents four possible Port-improvement scenarios that would not be 
developed for several decades, when additional port capacity is forecast to be 
required.  The scenarios are presented at a conceptual level of detail that provides a 
“footprint” of each Port site and identifies the possible use for different areas of each 
site.  There is no information available at this time on the type of pier or bulkhead that 
may be used at a particular Port site in the future.  Therefore, it is not possible to 
discriminate between an impact associated with shading from a pier or relieving 
platform and a fill behind a bulkhead.  Thus, the identification of areas of impact to 
aquatic habitat is conservative in that it does not characterize the type of impact at this 
time.  That characterization and the severity of the impact must be determined when 
an actual CPIP-related Port-improvement project is evaluated through future 
environmental review processes.  The assessment of impact must be based on the 
specifics of a project’s design.   

Early in the CPIP planning process, all scenarios included an additional berth in 
shallow water habitat at Port Newark North.  However, in an effort to minimize 
impact, the footprint was reconfigured to eliminate the need for this berth and make 
better use of presently bulkheaded areas in Port Newark Channel, thus eliminating a 
dredging impact in shallow water habitat.  This adaptive planning effort is expected to 
continue when a CPIP project is developed, thus addressing the NEPA requirement to 
seek to avoid impacts, and potentially resulting in more limited impacts.   

The Howland Hook site in Alternative Scenario Orange includes a new berth.  The 
impact associated with dredging the berth, filling behind a bulkhead, or shading 
associated with a relieving platform would depend on the final design.  Thus, the 
CPIP EA summary of potential impact, provided in Chapter 5.0 Potential Impacts of 
CPIP Alternatives, and in Table 5-9 for Alternative Scenario Orange, identifies areas 
of aquatic habitat that are expected to be impacted but without characterizing the type 
of impact.   
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F.3.6 CPIP EA Chapter 1.0 Introduction, Table 1-6 has been modified to correctly reflect 
the estimated shortfall of 315 acres of warehousing space in 2060, compared to 
existing (i.e., 1999) warehousing acreage.  It is noted that the estimated shortfall in 
2020 has also been corrected, to 99 acres.  

F.3.7 The shortfall acreage has been modified on CPIP EA Chapter 2.0 Purpose and Need 
for the Project, page 2-6 to correctly reflect the anticipated need for an additional 315 
acres in 2060 and the existing (1999) 142 acres. 

F.3.8 The 17 sites identified in the Portfields Initiative, an effort undertaken through a 
partnership between the PANYNJ and the New Jersey Economic Development 
Authority, were not derived from the NJDOT’s Freight Opportunity Sites database.  
The Portfield Initiative seeks specifically to identify and help advance reuse of 
brownfield and/or underutilized sites within the Port District.  Avoidance of wetland 
impacts was not a formal screening criterion in site selection; however, if an 
identified Portfield site includes wetland acreage, the initiative requires that only the 
non-wetland portion of the site will be identified for development.  

F.3.9 As noted in the comment, it is conceivable that future warehouse development may 
result in wetland impacts beyond those projected with the four CPIP scenarios 
considered in the CPIP EA.  However, as stated in the EA, adequate suitable acreage 
for warehouse development is currently available in the Port area such that wetland 
impacts may be avoided; consideration of preserving acreage that is environmentally 
sensitive may be warranted by elected officials and state and local agencies with 
jurisdiction.  As future warehouse development projects are proposed, appropriate 
environmental reviews will need to be undertaken, including assessment of wetlands 
impacts and including analysis of opportunities to avoid, minimize, or mitigate such 
impacts. 

As noted in the Final CPIP EA, approximately 99 and 315 additional acres of 
warehousing are projected to be needed in 2020 and 2060 (compared to the 1999 total 
of 142 acres).  CPIP did not forecast warehousing need for interim years.  As noted in 
the EA and above, however, warehousing need may be satisfied without impact to 
wetlands and other environmentally sensitive acreage if developed on appropriate, 
available land, as identified in the New Jersey Department of Transportation’s Freight 
Opportunity Sites database. 

F.3.10 It is noted that several of the maps are difficult to read and interpret when reproduced 
in black and white.  Electronic versions of these maps -- such as are available in the 
Draft CPIP EA that was posted on www.cpipeis.com and in the Final CPIP EA that 
will be available via the Federal Co-Lead Agencies’ websites -- are in color and are 
legible.  The dollar sign symbols are not features of the maps, as produced, in Chapter 
3.0 Existing Conditions, but appear due to printer-related errors that result from use of 
some printers.     

F.3.11 CPIP EA Tables ES-2 and ES-3 (and Table 4-2 in Chapter 4.0 Alternatives) have 
been modified to include information regarding existing conditions for cargo demand 
and land allocations and capacity, respectively.   
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F.3.12 On page ES-7, the fifth full paragraph has been modified to reflect that a total of 
2,780 acres (about 4.3 square miles) would be required for all cargo and 
transportation types in 2060.  Also, since the first paragraph on page 4-2 (in Chapter 
4.0 CPIP Alternatives) is similar to the text on page ES-7; it has also been similarly 
modified.   

F.3.13 The screening radius used to identify open space resources near the Port sites is one-
half mile from each Port site, not one-quarter mile.  Liberty State Park is located 
about one mile north of Port Jersey and the Peninsula at Bayonne Harbor.  While 
Liberty State Park was not included within the analysis conducted for the CPIP EA, 
scoping conducted for future environmental review processes should consider 
whether Liberty State Park should be included in the assessment of the potential 
impact that specific, defined Port improvement projects proposed for Port Jersey 
and/or the Peninsula at Bayonne Harbor would have on the park and the habitat it 
provides.   

F.3.14 The CPIP planning studies and EA did not include the Cross Harbor Freight 
Movement project in the analysis of the CPIP no-action alternative, as the project is 
not programmed and committed for construction and operation.   

The CPIP Plan (September 2005) notes, in its discussion of linkages to transportation 
policies and plans relevant to the CPIP that “…it is not expected that the existence of 
the Cross Harbor tunnel will encourage much more than the typical proportion 
(currently around 14%) of containers onto rail unless as part of a special arrangement 
such as a rail shuttle serving a road and rail inland container depot west of the 
Hudson” (CPIP Volume 1: The Plan, September 2005, page 322). 

However, when the cargo volume forecast for the Port of New York and New Jersey 
is updated at intervals in the future, the list of projects that should be considered as 
part of the future baseline condition will need to be revisited, as will other 
assumptions that are factors in the forecasting methodology. 

F.3.15/F.3.16 The CPIP EA text has been modified to note that the status of species may change as 
new information becomes available, that additional species may be added, as 
warranted, and that updated species lists must be obtained from the agency at the time 
any project is proposed.   

F.3.17 Information on obtaining the most current lists of state and federally managed species 
and essential fish habitat is available in the Environmental Screening Methodology 
Report and the Natural Resources Method Report, both of which are included in CPIP 
EA Appendix C Environmental Analysis Methodologies.  In addition, text has been 
added to Chapter 3.0 Existing Conditions to note that project proponents must obtain 
current lists from appropriate agencies.  Information to be requested should include 
the status of peregrine falcon nesting activity in the Port District.  The peregrine 
falcon is not a federally listed endangered species at this time but is protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and is listed as endangered by both New Jersey and 
New York. 

F.3.18 The Draft CPIP EA was provided to the New York Department of Environmental 
Conservation and the New Jersey Department of Conservation.  Comments received 
from state agencies are addressed herein. 

F.3.19 The Draft CPIP EA was provided to NMFS and its comments are addressed herein. 
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F.3.20 CPIP EA Chapter 5.0 Potential Impacts of CPIP Alternatives, Sections 5.B.1.b.vii, 
5.B.2.b.vii, 5.B.3.b.vii, 5.B.4.b.vii, 5.B.5.b.vii, 5.B.6.b.vi, and 5.B.7.b.vii note that the 
status of protected species may change as new information becomes available and 
that additional species may be added, as warranted. 

F.3.21 Information on obtaining the most current lists of state and federally managed species 
and their essential fish habitat is available in the Environmental Screening 
Methodology Report and the Natural Resources Method Report, both of which are 
included in CPIP EA Appendix C Environmental Analysis Methodologies.  In 
addition, text has been added to Chapter 3.0 Existing Conditions to note that project 
proponents must obtain current lists from appropriate agencies.   
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STATE 

S.1 New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
S.1.1 Chapter 6.0, Section C.5, of the CPIP EA has been modified to indicate that although 

CPIP-associated improvements may not occur until 2030 or beyond, properties within 
future project-specific Areas of Potential Effect that are currently less than 50 years of 
age should be evaluated for potential National Register-eligibility.   

The Cultural Resources Methodology Report (provided in CPIP EA Appendix C 
Environmental Analysis Methodologies) has also been modified to reflect the need to 
re-evaluate properties that are now less than 50 years of age for potential National 
Register-eligibility at such time as projects are proposed in the future and 
environmental reviews are undertaken. 
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STATE 

S.2 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
S.2.1 The Federal Co-Lead Agencies for the CPIP EA will have hard copies of the Final 

CPIP EA and will provide access to the document via their respective websites.  Hard 
copies will also be provided to the agencies comprising the CPIP Consortium (New 
York Empire State Development Corporation, New Jersey Department of 
Transportation/Office of Maritime Resources, New York City Economic 
Development Corporation, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey). 

The CPIP EA will remain accessible for future use, despite computer technology 
changes over time, as the Federal Co-Lead Agencies’ website technology will also 
change, consistent with computer technology development. 

S.2.2 The need for additional roadway projects to alleviate forecasted future port-related 
traffic congestion due to ongoing productivity increases at port facilities is identified 
in the CPIP EA, based on the planning studies undertaken for the CPIP Plan.  As such 
projects have only been identified as part of the CPIP planning effort, they would be 
required to undergo the appropriate future environmental reviews and other phases of 
transportation project development.  The New York Metropolitan Transportation 
Council and the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority – the Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations for the New York and New Jersey portions, respectively, of 
the areas within which the port sites are located – participated in the CPIP planning 
process and have been provided with the CPIP reports.   

S.2.3 As noted in the CPIP EA, the CPIP planning process “assumed that increasing the 
vertical clearance of the Bayonne Bridge over the Kill van Kull would be carried out 
when required (emphasis added), in order to avoid restrictions on future container 
ships due to inadequate clearance.”  While this potential future modification was 
assumed in the planning process and, therefore, reflected in the forecasts for port-
related vessels, there are no known plans currently to modify the Bayonne Bridge’s 
vertical clearance, nor is the future time frame within which such modification may 
be proposed to be implemented known.  Similarly, neither the bridge and approach 
design nor the construction and opening years for such modification, which would 
need to be defined to permit appropriate environmental evaluation, are known.  As 
such, this potential future project is neither a programmed and committed project 
appropriate for inclusion in the No-Action baseline, nor a proposed project ripe for 
detailed evaluation.  At such time in the future as vertical clearance of the Bayonne 
Bridge is proposed to be increased, the applicable environmental review process(es) 
will be required to be undertaken.   
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S.2.4 Port-related traffic and, more specifically, Port-related truck traffic will increase but, 
in most cases, will continue to constitute very small percentages of overall traffic.  
For example, while the regional highway system will be further stressed in future 
decades with growth in background (i.e., non-Port-related traffic) traffic, the total 
volume of Port-related truck volumes will increase from 0.05 percent in 2000 to 0.09 
percent of total regional trips by 2060.  On local, port-area connector roadways, Port-
related truck traffic is forecast to comprise a large percentage of total traffic volumes 
at several Port sites (e.g., at Port Newark/Port Elizabeth, Howland Hook, and, in the 
Blue Scenario, at South Brooklyn), but comprise only a small component at others 
(Port Jersey, Bayonne Peninsula, Red Hook).  Nevertheless, it is anticipated that 
future Port-related traffic volumes, particularly in combination with non-Port-related 
traffic increases, may warrant potential roadway projects, beyond those that have 
already been proposed by transportation agencies and included in the Transportation 
Improvement Programs of the North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority and 
the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (respective projects listed in 
CPIP EA Appendix B.1 Traffic Projections and Programmed and Committed 
Projects, Tables B.1-21 and B.1-22).  At such time as local roadway improvements 
are required and proposed, any applicable environmental reviews will need to be 
undertaken, including assessment of any potential indirect impacts (e.g., air quality, 
noise) of such projects. 

S.2.5 The discussion of the New Jersey Executive Order 215 of 1989 on CPIP EA page 6-9 
(in Chapter 6.0 Process for Future Environmental Reviews) explains that either an EA 
or an EIS may be prepared for major construction projects initiated or funded by the 
State.  The determination as to whether an EA or an EIS is the appropriate level of 
environmental review for a given project is made at such time as a project is proposed 
with sufficient detail to assess its potential impacts.     

CPIP EA Tables 6-1 and 6-2 (in Chapter 6.0 Process for Future Environmental 
Reviews) identify potential permits/approvals that may be required for the 
implementation of future CPIP-related Port improvement projects.  It is noted that 
specific permits and approvals that will be required for future projects cannot be 
firmly identified until such time as actual projects are defined with sufficient detail to 
allow evaluation of potential impacts. 

S.2.6 The CPIP EA did not evaluate potential environmental effects of Homeland Security-
related requirements as there are no specific security-related projects identified for 
implementation at the Port sites.  To the extent that future security-related measures 
and/or infrastructure projects may be proposed for the Port sites and would pose 
potential environmental impacts, the applicability of and need for environmental 
review will be determined and the appropriate process(es) undertaken.  Furthermore, 
once identified, the impacts of such measures will be included in the cumulative 
impact analyses, e.g., of traffic, for other projects that will affect the same resources. 

S.2.7 Oil/petroleum (crude oil) was included in the CPIP forecasting studies as part of 
liquid bulk cargo demand.  
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COUNTIES 

C.1 County of Union Department of Economic Development 
C.1.1 We agree that both local and regional impacts need to be considered. The appropriate 

study area or screening radius for evaluation of the direct impact of future CPIP-
related projects on infrastructure will be defined based on the scope of the particular 
project that is proposed. 
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INTEREST GROUPS 

IG.1 Environmental Defense Organization 
IG.1.1 Traffic analyses conducted during the CPIP planning process evaluated the potential 

impact of forecast volumes of Port trucks on the regional highway network and the 
highway corridor system surrounding the Port (as well as on the local Port terminal 
connector roads that link port terminals to those corridors).  Using several traffic-
performance measures of regional consequence (average daily traffic, average daily 
Port-related truck traffic, vehicle hours traveled, vehicle miles traveled, delay, 
average speed), the analyses concluded that, although traffic volume would increase 
steadily throughout the study period and average speed would drop significantly, 
these results for the regional highway network are not attributable to Port-related 
truck trips, regardless of the Scenario, but to non-Port traffic. Furthermore, with the 
No-Action alternative, regional truck trips would likely increase dramatically as the 
cargo demand above Port capacity would be met by truck and, to a lesser extent, rail 
transport  of cargo into the region from other ports. 

IG.1.2 Commenter directly compares increases in truck volume and increases in vehicle-
miles-traveled (VMT) by cars, two very different measures of traffic congestion, 
which do not permit direct comparison.  As is always the case with percentages, the 
size of the principle to which a percent is applied is critical to understanding the 
magnitude of the actual increase.   

Also, the estimated 48 percent increase in truck volume cited in the comment, and 
noted in Investing in Mobility, appears to refer to total truck volume, not specifically 
to Port-related truck traffic, which is the focus of the CPIP’s analysis and planning.  
As the CPIP EA reports (Chapter 1.0 Introduction, Table 1-3), the CPIP Plan’s traffic 
forecasts for 2020 -- absent implementation of any of the Port-improvement scenarios 
considered in the EA -- predict an increase in regional highway traffic of 
approximately 7.6 million total daily trips (23 percent growth), of which 
approximately 145,000 will be truck trips (12 percent growth), including 
approximately 8,000 (0.06 percent growth) Port-related truck trips.   

IG.1.3 The CPIP forecasts of future traffic volumes did not specifically factor in the 
difference between cars and trucks (i.e., passenger-car-equivalents of trucks).  The 
focus of the CPIP Plan’s travel demand forecasting was to predict the future volume 
of Port-related truck traffic; its likely effect on regional highways, Port-related 
highway corridors, and local roadway networks in the Port sites’ vicinities; and the 
degree to which future cargo transport may be shifted from truck to rail mode. 

Finally, regarding air quality considerations, future vehicle emissions are estimated to 
decrease by more than 60 percent by 2020, offsetting any potential air quality effects 
of the increased proportion of Port-related trucks to total traffic (i.e., 0.01 percent 
increase between 2000 and 2020). (As reported in the CPIP EA, in Chapter 5.0 
Potential Impacts of CPIP Alternatives, page 5-9, CPIP analyses using MOBILE6.2 
modeling predict decreases in carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, 
nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter less than 10 and 2.5 microns in size.) 
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IG.1.4 The CPIP project’s focus was planning for and evaluating the consequences of future 
increases in waterborne cargo demand in the Port of New York and New Jersey.  The 
forecasts of future traffic conditions considered Port-related trucks as the initial, or 
primary, movement of goods with Port area origins and/or destinations.  Secondary 
movements were reflected in the evaluation of overall regional truck traffic 
movements on the highway network (see CPIP Plan, Task E Technical Memorandum: 
Market Demand and Port Capacity, Volume 3: Current and Planned Capacity of 
Regional Transportation Network – HIGHWAYS, Final Draft, July 2004). 

As noted in the CPIP EA, traffic issues will need to be evaluated in detail in 
environmental reviews of actual CPIP-related projects that will be proposed in the 
future.  At such time, the scope of future traffic analyses will be defined, based on 
project specifics, and will address potential traffic impacts of cargo transport by 
individual modes as well as via intermodal and/or secondary moves.   

IG.1.5 The CPIP planning process did address the potential need for Port-related rail and 
road investments in the East-of-Hudson region, including in the South Brooklyn area, 
and concluded that: 1) traffic growth related to the Port-improvement scenarios would 
not require significant local road or highway improvements; and 2) that local rail 
infrastructure improvements would be required to address capacity constraints of the 
existing rail network, even assuming capacity enhancements that are underway or 
programmed and committed for implementation.   

Future rail improvements suggested in the CPIP Plan are cited in the CPIP EA (see 
Chapter 4.0 CPIP Alternatives, page 4-5), including a new on-dock rail terminal in 
South Brooklyn. Changes to rail infrastructure that are anticipated by 2020, as 
inventoried in the CPIP, relate to on-dock rail terminals, rail yards, rail terminals, the 
Conrail Shared Assets system (shared CSX and Norfolk Southern access to terminals 
and yards), and the wider rail system (mid-Atlantic and new England). 

IG.1.6 On-dock and landside rail improvements at Red Hook, 65th Street Yard, and South 
Brooklyn Main Terminal are included in the CPIP EA’s list of baseline improvement 
projects in the New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (NYMTC) 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) (see CPIP EA Appendix B.1 Traffic 
Projections and Programmed and Committed Projects).  The CPIP Plan also suggests 
future rail improvements, including a new rail terminal at South Brooklyn (see CPIP 
EA Chapter 4.0 CPIP Alternatives, page 4-5). 

In discussing 2020 port-related truck traffic on the port terminal connector roads, the 
CPIP reports for South Brooklyn that port-related trucks will constitute between 1 and 
8 percent of all traffic on 39th Street and 2nd Avenue roadway segments, the principal 
access routes in the terminal area.  The CPIP also considered potential effects on port-
related truck volumes if the truck-rail mode split were optimistically assumed, 
through rail enhancements, to gain in the rail share of cargo transport.  With increases 
in the rail freight percentage, which the CPIP forecasts would occur at South 
Brooklyn with implementation of the Blue Scenario, CPIP forecasts minor 
improvements in congestion on the local connector roadways, and concludes that 39th 
Street and 2nd Avenue are expected to operate below capacity , even out to 2060 
(CPIP, Volume 1: The Plan, page 185, September 2005).   

IG.1.7 Please see responses IG.1.5 and IG.1.6, above. 
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INTEREST GROUPS 

IG.2 Natural Resources Defense Council 
IG.2.1 The CPIP cargo demand forecasts and assessment of Port-wide capacity concluded 

that there is sufficient total capacity at the sites to accommodate forecasted cargo 
demand for several decades, for all cargo types, such that implementation of CPIP 
port improvements is not required in the near-term.  However, as the CPIP EA states, 
it is possible that individual terminals may reach the potential capacity of their 
existing acreage sooner than others and may, therefore, propose terminal expansion 
before all of the existing Port-wide surplus capacity is used.  Decisions regarding the 
scope and timing of any such nearer-term expansion at a specific Port site will be 
driven by market forces as well as by physical capacity, and have not yet been 
identified nor proposed.   

The CPIP EA has been revised to clarify that the 2020 conditions described are a 
characterization of future, interim-year conditions for which data and projections can 
be provided with some degree of certainty, based on extensive studies conducted 
during the CPIP planning process.   CPIP forecasts no Port-wide need for expansion 
nor identifies any Port site-specific projects within the 2020 timeframe.  With no 
identified nor proposed projects by 2020, there are no CPIP-related Federal actions 
involved, nor Federal permits required.   

Any projects involving a Federal action that have not been included in the CPIP 
baseline will, at the time they are proposed, have to 1) demonstrate their purpose and 
the need for the project, and 2) complete the requisite environmental analyses for both 
the No-Acton conditions and conditions with the project, as described in CPIP EA 
Chapter 6, including a cumulative impacts analysis. 

IG.2.2 The Scoping Document for the CPIP EIS represented the information available at the 
time of its preparation and distribution, which preceded completion of the CPIP 
planning and cargo demand forecasting effort.  The effort concluded that there is 
sufficient Port capacity to accommodate forecasted cargo demand for several decades, 
for all cargo types, such that implementation of port improvements is not required in 
the near-term.   Were there not sufficient capacity, such that nearer-term projects were 
needed, 2010 and 2015 would have been focused on, as stated in the MOU, and an 
EIS would have been prepared. 

The true No-Action condition for purposes of considering CPIP projects is the 
condition in future years beyond 2020, in the 2030s and 2040s when future CPIP-
related projects will be required, depending on cargo type, based on the CPIP 
forecasts of cargo demand.  While the CPIP EA identifies port, traffic, and warehouse 
conditions in 2020 for informational purposes, it does not attempt to characterize No-
Action conditions in the 2030s or 2040s due to the degree of uncertainty associated 
with such long-range projections.  At such time as future CPIP projects are proposed 
and the necessary environmental reviews are undertaken, the No-Action conditions 
will be evaluated and reported.  The No-Action alternative will define conditions, 
absent implementation of the proposed CPIP project, in the years for which 
construction and operation of the project are proposed.   The No-Action alternative 
will be evaluated and reported in the appropriate environmental documentation (e.g., 
EA, EIS). 
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IG.2.3 The rationales underlying the CPIP determinations cited in the comment are 
supported by recent and planned improvements in Port throughput efficiencies and 
the cargo demand forecasting and associated long-term Port planning conducted for 
the CPIP.  As with all long-term forecasts, it is understood that cargo demand 
forecasts for the Port of New York and New Jersey must be re-evaluated at regular 
intervals in the future, employing refined assumptions that may be logically made at 
those times (e.g., assumptions regarding expansion of the Panama Canal may 
presumably be based, in the future, on tangible evidence of movement in that 
direction, rather than on polling and expert opinion).  Should future forecasts indicate 
more accelerated growth in cargo demand than presented in the CPIP forecasts of 
cargo demand in the Port, they can then provide bases for nearer-term identification 
and implementation of Port-improvement projects. 

IG.2.4 The CPIP EA clearly states that environmental reviews, including EISs, will need to 
be undertaken for future CPIP-related projects: “When the need for a future project 
has been demonstrated and sufficient site-specific design and operations-related 
information is available to allow detailed assessment of impacts, any proposed 
projects must be evaluated in subsequent EAs or EISs” (Draft CPIP EA, page 6-2).   

The CPIP EA, notably Chapter 6.0 Process for Future Environmental Reviews, 
“…provides a framework for the identification of future analyses that may be 
required for port-improvement projects or port-related transportation projects 
proposed in the future” (Draft CPIP EA, page 6-2). 

While the three federal agencies have not committed to preparing the future NEPA 
documents, it is understood that the responsible lead federal agency will do so, as 
required by NEPA, and will include the impact analyses outlined in CPIP EA Chapter 
6, including cumulative analyses.  Per NEPA requirements, future CPIP-related EISs 
will be circulated for public review. 

Triggers for future environmental reviews are provided in the CPIP EA, Chapter 6.0, 
Section C. Future Environmental Reviews.  Please see Table 6-1 Potential Permits 
and Approvals and Table 6-2 Permits/Approvals and Triggers for CPIP Alternatives. 
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IG.2.5A As described in CPIP EA Chapter 4, Section A, the alternative CPIP scenarios were 
developed through a formal planning process to develop generalized strategies to 
guide future port development.  The alternatives do not define specific future projects 
that would be required to implement a given scenario, as future decisions about the 
scope and timing of individual port site improvements will be dictated both by future 
capacity needs and market forces.  Key factors considered in the planning process 
included land acreage required to accommodate future cargo demand by cargo type; 
required berth lengths and widths; new building needs; and port site-specific 
conditions and attributes.  Based on the port site attributes and port-planning 
considerations, 36 site-specific improvement options were defined, while seeking to 
avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands and aquatic habitat.  Site-specific options were 
then combined into four Port-wide scenarios, each representing a combination of 
provisions for different cargo types at the seven port sites that would meet or exceed 
the overall Port-wide demand in 2060. 

Because no near-term CPIP-related port-improvement projects are needed, discussion 
of mitigation is unwarranted at this time, and will properly be undertaken at such time 
as future port-improvement projects are proposed, environmental reviews are 
conducted, and significant impacts requiring mitigation are identified. 

The CPIP EA’s alternatives analysis correctly focused on the CPIP’s purpose and 
need, which is defined by the cargo demand forecasts and assessed capacity of the 
Port, on the basis of which it has been concluded that port-improvement projects are 
not needed for several decades.  The CPIP EA has been revised to clarify that the 
2020 conditions described are a characterization of future, interim-year conditions for 
which data and projections can be provided with some degree of certainty, based on 
extensive studies conducted during the CPIP planning process. The No-Action 
alternative will be defined in the future when CPIP-related projects are proposed. 

IG.2.5.B Regarding “a true no-action alternative,” please see responses to Comments IG. 2.1 
and IG.2.2, above.   

The EA does not define a pre-2020 alternative, but describes four alternative 
scenarios that would guide Port development to the year 2060 in order to 
accommodate forecast cargo demand (see Chapter 4.0).  These four scenarios are 
defined as Port-improvement alternatives; there is no representation in the EA that 
these are no-action alternatives.   

The EA discussion (in Chapter 5.0) of channel and berth deepening, reconfiguration 
of port facilities, and transportation infrastructure improvements portrays activities 
that are not CPIP-related but have either been completed in recent years or are likely 
to be implemented by 2020 at the various Port sites and the transportation networks 
that serve them. 
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IG.2.6A The EA summarizes growth in traffic, including truck traffic, that the CPIP Plan has 
forecast for local, corridor, and regional highway networks serving each of the Port 
sites in order to characterize future traffic conditions within the Port.  As the CPIP 
Plan concluded that there is no near-term need for such improvements for several 
decades, there are no CPIP-related Federal actions nor Federal permits required at this 
time.  Therefore, project-specific impact assessments of future truck volumes will be 
conducted at such time as port-improvement and associated transportation-
improvement projects are proposed in the future.   

Details of the 2020 forecasts are provided in EA Appendix B.1 for informational 
purposes to facilitate future environmental reviews that will be undertaken as 
CPIP_related projects are proposed; these forecasts will need to be updated for such 
future environmental reviews. 

Details of total and truck traffic forecasts are presented in CPIP Volume 1: the Plan, 
CPIP Consortium, Chapter 9, September 2005, and Task E Technical Memorandum, 
Market Demand and Port Capacity, Voolume 3: Current and Planned Capacity of 
Regional Transportatoin Netowrk – HIGHWAYS, Final Draft July 2004. 

IG.2.6B Please see response to Comment IG.2.6A, notably regarding the CPIP Plan 
documents, which are incorporated in the EA by reference. 

IG.2.6C As noted in the comment, the Cross Harbor Freight Movement EIS concludes in its 
statement of that project’s purpose and need that the region’s freight transport system 
cannot absorb anticipated growth in truck traffic without detrimental effect.  The 
Cross Harbor EIS  chapter on secondary and cumulative impacts includes a 
qualitative assessment of potential cumulative impacts, including transportation 
effects, noting that “…many  of the highway projects planned over the next 25 years 
would most likely lead to a reduction in future congestion as currently planned in the 
project’s freight forecasting methodology” (page 18-7).  Similarly, environmental 
studies of future proposed CPIP projects will conduct cumulative analyses to forecast 
likely conditions resulting with the project and other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. 

However, the CPIP planning studies and cargo demand forecasts indicate that no 
near-term capacity improvements are needed at the Port sites; consequently, there are 
no near-term Federal actions requiring review under NEPA, nor any required Federal 
or state approvals required.  At such time as future projects are identified and 
proposed, the necessary environmental reviews, including cumulative impact 
assessments, will be undertaken.  As is noted for each of the Port sites, in CPIP EA 
Chapter 5.0 Potential Impacts of CPIP Alternatives: “It is likely that future 
cumulative impact evaluations should focus on the environmental categories 
identified above, notably for traffic….”  
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IG.2.7 Increased demand for cargo in the region served by the Port of New York and New 
Jersey will increase port-related truck traffic, as indicated in the CPIP and EA.  Port-
related traffic will not, however, be the primary contributing factor to overall regional 
traffic nor air quality, even though individual truck emissions may still be greater than 
other individual vehicle emissions over time.  However, when specific projects, port-
related or otherwise, are proposed, air quality will be analyzed at that time.  (See 
CPIP EA Tables 5-5 through 5-8, which identify potential environmental 
concerns/issues at each of the Port sites with the four CPIP alternatives, and Table 6-
2, which identifies triggers for future environmental reviews, including air quality 
concerns.) 

IG.2.8 The CPIP EA identifies potential future air quality, and other, environmental concerns 
and issues that will likely need to be evaluated through appropriate environmental 
review processes at such time as future port-improvement projects are identified and 
proposed. (See CPIP EA Tables 5-5 through 5-8, which identify potential 
environmental concerns/issues at each of the Port sites with the four CPIP 
alternatives, and Table 6-2, which identifies triggers for future environmental 
reviews, including air quality concerns). 

IG.2.9 The CPIP EA’s conclusion that wetland-related impact will be limited to between 23 
and 153 acres, depending on the particulars of each CPIP scenario, is based on CPIP 
planning assumptions about Port-site expansions that will be required in future 
decades, and are thus included within the four Port-improvement scenarios defined to 
guide future development of the Port of New York and New Jersey. Should market 
forces and/or individual Port site-specific capacity constraints warrant consideration 
of a Port site’s expansion in the near term, the necessary environmental reviews -- 
including wetland-related evaluations,  notably including the requirement of the Clean 
Water Act to establish a purpose and need for the fill and seek to avoid, then 
minimize, then mitigate wetland impact -- and permits identified in the CPIP EA 
(e.g., in Chapter 6.0 Table 6-2 Permits/Approvals and Triggers for CPIP Alternatives) 
would need to be considered for the specific project proposed. 

While a cap is not specifically being established, projects that vary from the scenarios 
identified in the CPIP and that require fill will have to demonstrate that the new 
proposal complies with the 404(b)(1) guidelines and does not unnecessarily call for 
more fill than proposed by a CPIP scenario. 

IG.2.10 The CPIP EA acknowledges that the estimated fills associated with port scenarios are 
“major amounts,” and notes that the fill is not anticipated in the near term (see 
Chapter 1, page 1-6).  The agencies do not view the loss of wetlands now or in the 
future as “insignificant.”  Future port-improvement projects that may be proposed 
will be held to the requirement to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to wetlands. 
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IG.2.11 Task F Technical Memorandum, Vol. 1, CPIP (June 2004) is a document prepared by 
the CPIP Consortium and its consultant team.  The CPIP EA acknowledges that each 
of the scenarios includes a new berth that will impact approximately 17 acres (see 
Executive Summary, page ES-11; Chapter 1, Table 1-5; Chapter 5, Table 5-9).  The 
cargo demand forecasts prepared during the CPIP planning process concluded that 
additional port facilities are not needed until 2037.  At that time, the existing 
conditions of wetlands and aquatic habitats may have changed from today’s 
conditions.  When a port improvement project is proposed in the future, specific 
details of new berths and possible berth extensions will be available, and a full 
analysis of impacts to wetlands, aquatic habitats, and buffer areas will be prepared, 
including consideration of potential impacts from vessel wakes and any other indirect 
effects.  The design must also meet the requirement to avoid or minimize impacts. 

IG.2.12 Regulatory agencies may use the CPIP as a point of comparison with regard to fill 
permits for warehousing development proposed in the future.    

IG.2.13 When future Port-related transportation projects are proposed and the necessary 
environmental reviews are undertaken, their potential direct, secondary, and 
cumulative impacts to wetlands and natural areas will be conducted.  The cumulative 
analyses will consider all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  
While Portways, other Port-associated improvements, and PIDN are not CPIP-related, 
they will be included in the analyses of cumulative impacts of CPIP-related projects 
proposed in the future. 

IG.2.14 The North Atlantic right whale (Eubalaena glacialis) is close to extinction in the 
North Atlantic.  Overfishing by the whaling industry in past centuries precipitated the 
decline.  Since 1935, the right whale has been protected by international treaty; 
however, its population has continued to decline.  NMFS has identified collisions 
with ships and entanglement in fishing gear as the most significant anthropomorphic 
threats.  In June 2005, NMFS presented its draft environmental assessment to 
implement the operational measures of the North Atlantic Right Whale Ship Strike 
Reduction Strategy.  Based on the findings of the EA, NMFS has begun preparing an 
EIS of the strategy.  Alternatives considered included ship size and seasonal speed 
restrictions within 20 to 30 navigation-miles of a port site.  The ship strike reduction 
strategy and its environmental documents should be consulted for measures to reduce 
impacts to northern right whales.  Ships operating in the Port of New York and New 
Jersey will be obligated to conform to current regulatory requirements stipulated to 
protect northern right whales. 

NMFS did not identify protection of northern right whales as an issue for the port 
sites identified in the CPIP Plan (NMFS letter of December 13, 2004).  As the 
shipping fleet changes to include new state-of-the-art vessels, larger and faster ships 
are calling at existing port sites.  When a specific CPIP-related project is brought 
forward for environmental review, NMFS will be consulted to determine the analysis 
required to assess impacts to northern right whales and the need for a Biological 
Opinion. 
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IG.2.15 As for all other potential impact categories, there is currently no basis for evaluating 
sea-level or other aquatic impacts in the absence of near-term Port-improvement 
projects and, consequently, no required Federal actions.  Also, there is currently no 
widely accepted method for evaluating the impacts of sea-level rise. As is stated in 
the CPIP EA, at such time as future projects are identified and proposed, the 
necessary environmental reviews, including any related to sea-level rise (at such time 
as an appropriate evaluation method is available), will be required to be undertaken.   

IG.2.16 The CPIP process indicated that there is sufficient capacity at the Port to 
accommodate projected cargo demand to 2037.  Since we are unable to anticipate the 
environmental impacts of projects that may occur in/after 2037, preparing an EIS on 
such future projects at this time would not be reasonably possible and would lack 
accuracy.  However, the agencies have clearly indicated that future proposed projects 
will need to undergo the appropriate environmental analyses, and the cumulative 
impacts to resources such as air quality, noise, and wetlands will be evaluated.  
Should the projections of the CPIP not hold true, projects may be proposed earlier 
than 2037 and the necessary environmental analyses will then be completed in a 
timely manner. 

A baseline cumulative impacts analysis could have been completed at this time to 
facilitate future environmental reviews, but it is not specifically required by NEPA. 

IG.2.17 Whereas the HNS is referred to in the CPIP documentation, its administrative record 
is considered  to be part of the CPIP’s administrative record.  However, the HNS 
administrative record will not specifically be replicated in hard copy for inclusion in 
the CPIP administrative record. 

IG.2.18 Prior to initiating the CPIP effort, the Federal Co-Lead Agencies determined that 
projects constituting major federal actions with significant environmental impacts 
would be identified in the CPIP.  That determination was made on the basis of 
previous cargo demand forecasts for the Port of New York and New Jersey.  
However, as documented in the CPIP EA, the CPIP cargo demand forecasts were 
considered in tandem with estimates of the Port’s assessed capacity, by cargo type, to 
determine the timeframes within which shortfalls in capacity would occur.  The 
conclusion of the CPIP forecasting effort is that Port-improvement projects are not 
required for several decades; therefore, there are no near-term federal actions, and an 
EIS is no longer the appropriate level of environmental review for the CPIP. 

The goals of the CPIP project, including both the Plan and the EIS, were to prepare a 
comprehensive port improvement plan for the Port of New York and New Jersey that 
would address projected cargo demand to the year 2060; would be economically 
viable and environmentally sustainable; and would support ongoing restoration of the 
harbor and its environment (see CPIP EA, Chapter 2.0 Purpose and Need for the 
Project).  Contrary to the commenter’s assertion that these purposes are no longer 
important, these purposes collectively were the underpinning of the planning process 
through which the four Port-improvement scenarios were developed and refined to 
minimize impacts, to the extent that they could be identified for the conceptual Port-
improvement strategies.  The CPIP Plan and programmatic EA will serve as 
framework documents and guidance for future identification and environmental 
evaluation of specific Port-improvement projects, reinforcing the underlying purposes 
of CPIP in the future.  
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IG.2.19 For the reasons cited in the Federal Co-Lead Agencies’ August 29, 2005, Federal 
Register “Notice of Termination of Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Comprehensive Port Improvement Plan Within the Port of New York and New Jersey 
(PONYNJ),” in the CPIP EA, and in the response to NRDC comment IG.2.16, above, 
the Federal Co-Lead Agencies’ determined that an EA, rather than an EIS, is the 
appropriate level of environmental review and documentation for the CPIP.  Absent 
the need for near-term Port-improvement projects, based on the CPIP forecasts of 
future cargo demand and assessment of Port capacity, there is no basis under NEPA 
for an EIS, as there are no near-term federal actions to evaluate in detail.  Therefore, 
the current CPIP environmental review is not the appropriate process to address any 
issues related to the adequacy or supplementation of the Harbor Navigation Study 
EIS. 

The programmatic CPIP EA documents the CPIP’s purpose and need and related 
alternatives planning and development process; discloses potential impacts that would 
result with each of four conceptual Port-improvement scenarios defined to address the 
CPIP purpose and need; identifies uncertainties that remain regarding selection of a 
preferred alternative scenario; and provides an environmental framework for 
consideration of future CPIP-related projects that may be proposed.  As stated in the 
CPIP EA, future “individual projects, incorporating federal action and related to the 
CPIP,” will be required to undergo the NEPA environmental review processes 
appropriate to each.   

IG.2.20 The 48 documents transmitted with the National Resources Defense Council 
correspondence dated November 9, 2005, are considered part of the CPIP’s 
administrative record.  However, the documents will not be replicated in hard copy 
for inclusion in the CPIP administrative record. 
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INDIVIDUAL 

I.1 Sandra R. Lieberman (Bayonne, New Jersey) 
I.1.1 The CPIP EA identifies the types of potential impacts that would result with 

implementation of any of the four identified Port-improvement scenarios (see CPIP 
EA Chapter 5.0 Potential Impacts of CPIP Alternatives), and provides a framework 
and guidance for environmental review of CPIP-related projects that might be 
proposed in the future.  While the CPIP EA does not explicitly cite shoreline damage, 
it does address potential impact to on- and off-site aquatic habitat, special habitat, and 
protected species.  At such time as future project-specific environmental reviews are 
undertaken, the scope of analysis will be refined, including consideration of 
community-based concerns, as cited in commenter’s letter. 

I.1.2 Port-related “clean-ups” that directly engage the public and/or interest groups may be 
sponsored and scheduled by the agencies involved in the CPIP project, though such 
would not be undertaken within the context of the CPIP Plan and EA.    

I.1.3 As documented in the CPIP EA, based on the CPIP forecasts of cargo demand and 
assessment of Port capacity, Port-improvement projects will not be required for 
several decades.  At such time as CPIP-related projects are proposed in the future, the 
necessary environmental reviews will be undertaken to identify project-related 
impacts and associated mitigation.  The details of mitigation, potentially including 
shoreline maintenance and clean-up of wind-blown debris, will be defined for specific 
impacts in the course of future environmental review processes for specific proposed 
projects. 

The agencies will take it into consideration to sponsor shoreline clean-up events, but 
agency budgets may be a limiting factor with regard to such voluntary activities, 
which are not specifically part of the agencies’ missions. 
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INDIVIDUAL 

I.2 William T. Fidurski (Clark, New Jersey) 
I.2.1 Statutory requirements for the protection of clean water and the environment have not 

been abandoned.  Through extensive deliberation reaching the CPIP planning 
process’ conclusions regarding future cargo demand and assessed Port capacity (i.e., 
that Port-improvement projects will not be required for several decades), the Federal 
Co-Lead Agencies determined that a programmatic CPIP EA, in lieu of an EIS, is the 
currently appropriate level of environmental review for the CPIP.    

The CPIP EA has been prepared to provide a framework and guidance for the 
necessary environmental reviews that will be undertaken when actual CPIP-related 
projects are proposed in the future, to ensure the protection of all aspects of the 
human and natural environment. 

As stated in the CPIP EA,  the CPIP’s four Port-improvement scenarios for future 
Port-wide development may involve between 23 and 153 acres of impact to aquatic 
habitat in navigable waters, including wetlands (see CPIP EA, Chapter 1.0 
Introduction, page 1-6).  These estimated amounts comprise substantially less 
waterfront fill than the estimated 532 acres anticipated at the inception of the CPIP 
process.  The agencies are not allowing the fill of 500 acres of wetlands, nor are they 
even deciding at this point to allow the amounts identified in the port-iomprovement 
scenarios. 

Regarding warehouse demand, the CPIP EA reports that there is adequate suitable 
acreage for future warehouse development in the New Jersey counties in the Port’s 
vicinity, precluding the need to affect wetlands or other environmentally sensitive 
areas.  Warehousing that may be proposed in wetlands will need to demonstrate 
through the permit process that the fill is necessary.  This will be difficult, given that 
the CPIP has indicated that fill is not necessary for warehousing. 

I.2.2 As documented in the CPIP (Volume 1: The Plan, September 2005), the primary 
market of the Port of New York and New Jersey is a 13-state area, comprising New 
York, New Jersey, New Hampshire, Vermont, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Delaware, West Virginia, Virginia, and Maryland, plus 
Washington, D.C.  An additional four states (Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan) also 
receive goods that arrive at the Port of New York and New Jersey.  The Port’s share 
of the US market for containerized cargo is approximately 25 percent (compared, for 
example, to 27 percent for other East Coast ports and 32 percent for the West Coast).  
As noted in the CPIP, no single US port has its own captive hinterland that is free 
from competition from other ports.  Given this, but also reflecting environmental 
mandates, the CPIP’s purpose is to strategically plan for projected cargo demand in 
the Port of New York and New Jersey in a manner that balances the Port’s economic 
viability and environmental sustainability, while also supporting ongoing restoration 
of the harbor and its environment. 
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I.2.3 New York City Audubon has been conducting an annual census of breeding herons, 
egrets and ibises since the early 1980s.  The 2005 monitoring report notes that wading 
birds began recolonizing small islands in New York Harbor in 1974 and, in the 
summer of 2004, there were over 1,700 breeding pairs.  This is less than the number 
found in 2003 (1,836 pairs) but more than found in 2001 (1.655 pairs) and 2002 
(1,522 pairs).  Audubon’s updated 2004 Nesting Bird Survey notes that “although 
populations of most species remain stable, it appears that the overall population of 
long-legged waders continues to be lower than the peak populations documented 
nearly a decade ago.”  Data collected for the New York City Audubon monitoring 
reports and nesting surveys should be considered by the federal agencies to determine 
whether additional studies of harbor herons is needed.  When a future CPIP-related 
project is ripe for detailed design and possible construction, state and federal agencies 
may consider suggesting or requiring monitoring of harbor herons. 

I.2.4 The CPIP included an extensive analysis of cargo demand (see CPIP Task E 
Technical Memorandum, Market Demand and Port Capacity, Volume 1: Market 
Forecast and Outlook, February 2003)  The Federal Co-Lead Agencies did not 
“blindly” accept the forecasts, but used them as the most current and pertinent basis 
for considering alternative Port-improvement in the CPIP EA.  As with all forecasts, 
it is understood that the waterborne cargo demand forecasts for the Port of New York 
and New Jersey must be re-visited at regular intervals in the future; refined; and, as 
appropriate, used to refine the scenarios for future Port development.  The need to re-
visit the forecasts in the future, and to potentially refine future Port-improvement 
plans as a consequence, has been emphasized in the Final CPIP EA (Executive 
Summary, CPIP Conclusions; and Chapter 2.0 Purpose and Need for the Project, 
Section B. 2040/2060 Cargo Forecasts).  Any port-related improvement/expansion 
projects that are proposed earlier than what has been identified as necessary by the 
CPIP will have to conduct and present a cargo demand analysis. 

I.2.5 As documented in the CPIP Plan (Port of New York & New Jersey Comprehensive 
Port Improvement Plan, Volume 1: The Plan, September 2005), employment, as well 
as population, growth forecasts to 2060 were developed for the counties within the 
Port area to enable indicative overall traffic forecasts for years up to 2060.   
At such time as specific CPIP-related Port-improvement projects are proposed in the 
future, the necessary environmental reviews will evaluate the full traffic impacts of 
each proposed project, including its cumulative impacts when considered with other 
past, present, and future reasonably foreseeable projects. 

I.2.6 The CPIP EA does not “conclude that port growth will have no significant traffic and 
environmental impacts.”  In fact, the agencies state that the level of significance of 
impacts of future port facility expansions cannot be determined at this time, thus 
making current preparation of an EIS inappropriate, but that the appropriate 
environmental reviews will be carried out whenever specific port expansions are 
proposed. 
The CPIP EA specifically identifies the types of impacts, including traffic, that will 
likely be of concern at each Port site and will need to be evaluated in detail when 
actual CPIP-related Port-improvement projects are proposed and the necessary 
environmental review processes are undertaken (CPIP EA, Chapter 5.0 Potential 
Impacts of CPIP Alternatives). 

I.2.7 Please see Response I.2.6, above.  Any major federal actions associated with road and 
rail infrastructure will comply with NEPA when specific actions are proposed. 

 


